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PUBLIC HEARING DATE:  July 03, 2018 
ITEM NO:  3 
PROJECT NAME AND NUMBER:    HP-18-56_623 & 627 SE 1st Avenue 
APPLICATION TYPE: Quasi-Judicial COA: Demolition of two contributing houses. Certificate of 

Appropriateness for two new residential constructions. Side setback modification request. Status 
change of parcel from contributing to non-contributing. Currently contributing to the Southeast 
Residential Historic District. 

RECOMMENDATION:  Staff recommends conditional approval; refer to report for conditions. 
     
CITY PROJECT CONTACT: Cleary Larkin 

 

 

Figure 1:  Location Map    
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APPLICATION INFORMATION: 

 

Property Owner(s):  Sweetwater Branch Properties    

 

SITE INFORMATION: 

 
Address:  623 & 627 SE 1st Avenue  

Parcel Number(s):  12694-001-000  

Existing Use(s):  Single-Family Residential- vacant  

Zoning Designation(s):  U3   

Historic District: Southeast  

Historic District Status: Contributing  

Date of construction: 1890s (FMSF AL02089 & AL02090)          

  

PURPOSE AND DESCRIPTION: 

 

Demolition of two contributing houses. Certificate of Appropriateness for two new residential 

constructions. Side setback modification request. Status change of parcel from contributing to non-

contributing. Currently contributing to the Southeast Residential Historic District. 

 

STAFF REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATION: 

    

EXISTING 

The existing property is a through-lot that sits between SE 1st Avenue and S E 2nd Avenue between SE 

6th Street and SE 7th Street. The lot is approximately 153’x70’. The property contains two houses on the 

north end of the lot, which are the subject of the demolition application. The existing houses were 

constructed c. 1890s and are nearly identical in their construction. The buildings are one-story, wood 

balloon frame vernacular with a T-shape plan and a cross gable roof. Small, poorly constructed rear 

additions were installed on both buildings, likely in the early-twentieth century. The buildings have wood 

novelty siding with cornerboards, concrete piers, and 2/2 wood sash windows. The roofing is corrugated 

metal, installed c. 1950s over the original wood roofing. The front porches of the buildings both have 

“gingerbread” brackets and decorative, sawn balustrade, though 623 has a hip roof over the porch, while 

627 has a gable-roof.  

 

On the interior, the houses have pine floors and 1x3 pine wall and ceiling finish. Fireplaces and 

chimneys have been removed. Original brick piers have been replaced with concrete pier blocks. Much 

of the original interior has been modified, and the structure that is left is in poor condition. 
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The houses have not been maintained since the 1970s and have had a long history of rental use, neglect 

and violations before the current Owner purchased them in 2015 with the intent of restoration. However, 

termite damage is considerable throughout and the buildings are in such a deteriorated state that it is not 

economically feasible for the Owner to do the restoration as planned.  

 

The site also has two outbuildings behind the houses, one a garage/shed that is non-contributing, and one 

a smaller outbuilding that is contributing. 

 

PROPOSED 

The project proposes the demolition of both houses, with salvage and reuse of materials in good condition. 

Some doors and windows are re-usable and porch ornamentation can be re-used. The salvage of interior 

wood beadboard and trim will depend on the extent of termite damage. The garage/outbuilding will be 

removed. At this time, the smaller outbuilding will be retained in place, and will be considered with future 

plans for a new house on the south end of the lot, facing SE 2nd Avenue.  

 

The project also proposes two new buildings on the north part of the lot. The buildings will be approximate 

replicas of the original buildings in the front, facing SE 1st Avenue, with t-shape plans, same as the original 

buildings, but without the smaller, later additions. Instead, they will have a rear inset porch. Each building 

will have a two-story wing on the rear, directly behind the front portion of the building, with only a portion of 

the roof visible from the street, as the wings are approximately 48’ from the front of the building. The plans 

for the wings are not identical due to a 5.5’ jog in the existing east property line (refer to site plan, Exhibit 

3). The structures will be used as rental duplexes. Each building will have two two-bedroom units, one in 

the front, in the one-story “replica,” and one in the rear, two-story section.  

  

The new structures will be on raised concrete slab with Hardi-siding and trim, new vinyl single-hung 

windows, recessed in a 2x6 wall to provide depth and shadow lines. The new roofs will be architectural 

shingle. Exterior doors will be re-used wood, historic doors. New chimneys will have thin brick veneer. The 

intent of the design is to approximate the original two structures and create rental housing that is 

compatible with the neighborhood. 

 

Due to the demolition of the two existing contributing structures, the site requires a status change. The two 

new buildings will be non-contributing to the historic district. 

 

REVIEW- DEMOLITION 

The demolition review for contributing structures in historic districts follows the City of Gainesville’s Code of 

Ordinances Sec. 30-4.28 Section F(3): 

 

Review criteria for demolitions. A decision by the historic preservation board approving or denying a 
certificate of appropriateness for the demolition of buildings, structures, or objects other than those in the 
Pleasant Street Historic District shall be guided by:  

a.  The historic or architectural significance of the building, structure or object;  

b.  The importance of the building, structure or object to the ambience of a district;  

c.  The difficulty or the impossibility of reproducing such a building, structure or object 
because of its design, texture, material, detail or unique location;  
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d.  Whether the building, structure or object is one of the last remaining examples of its 
kind in the neighborhood, the county or the region;  

e.  Whether there are definite plans for reuse of the property if the proposed demolition is 
carried out, and what the effect of those plans on the character of the surrounding 
area would be;  

f.  Whether reasonable measures can be taken to save the building, structure or object 
from collapse; and  

g.  Whether the building, structure or object is capable of earning reasonable economic 
return on its value.  

 

Staff Comment: In reference to above criteria: 

a.  The two buildings have architectural and historic significance in and of themselves, 
due to their age and vernacular architecture.  

b.  The two buildings are contributing to the historic district, but represent a common, 
vernacular style of construction. 

c.  The two buildings have fairly simple plans and architectural elements, which are 
proposed to be reproduced and re-used as much as possible in the new construction.   

d.  As the buildings are vernacular worker-type cottages, they are likely not the last of 
their kind in the neighborhood, city or region,  

e.  The proposal for new rental construction re-establishes livable conditions on the site, 
protects property values of the neighborhood, provides housing for a growing 
population, and stabilizes the neighborhood. Many cottages along SE 6th Avenue are 
used for bed-and-breakfast rentals owned by the Sweetwater Branch Properties. 
Duplex rentals along SE 6th Avenue are a use that will fit well with this area of the 
historic district. Architectural character of the proposed buildings is intended to be 
compatible with the character of the surrounding area. 

f.  Refer to Exhibit 4 for a summary of existing conditions and cost estimates for repair. 
Most of the building structure has been severely deteriorated by termite damage and 
abandonment. The cost estimate for basic stabilization and renovation is $230/sf. Staff 
agrees with the contractors and the architect that this is beyond reasonable for a basic 
stabilization and renovation of small and simple houses of this type.  

g.  Refer to Exhibit 4. Staff agrees with the architect that the buildings, due to their 
deteriorated condition, are not capable of earning reasonable economic return on their 
value.  

Per the above criteria and Staff’s walkthrough of the buildings, Staff recommends approval of the 
demolition of the two buildings. 
  

REVIEW- NEW CONSTRUCTION 

 

The Design review for this project uses the City of Gainesville’s Design Guidelines for New 

Construction, using the “visual compatibility standards.”  

 

a.  Height. Height shall be visually compatible with adjacent buildings.  
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b.  Proportion of building, structure or object's front facade. The width of building, structure or 
object to the height of the front elevation shall be visually compatible to buildings and places to 
which it is visually related.  

Staff comment: Height of the front of the structures matches the original buildings. Only a portion 
of the roof of the two-story rear wings will be visible from the street due to their location 
approximately 48’ behind the front of the buildings. Though many of the houses along SE 6th 
Avenue are one-story, the house immediately to the east is a two-story building. Proportion: Two-
story additions behind a one-story building are generally compatible if the additions are directly 
behind the house and placed far enough back that the rear addition doesn’t appear to overwhelm 
the front.  

c.  Proportion of openings within the facility. The relationship of the width of the windows in a 
building, structure or object shall be visually compatible with buildings and places to which the 
building, structure or object is visually related.  

d.  Rhythm of solids to voids in front facades. The relationship of solids to voids in the front 
facade of a building, structure or object shall be visually compatible with buildings and places to 
which it is visually related.  

Staff comment: The proportion and rhythm of the openings and solids/ voids are compatible 
with the original houses. 
 

e.  Rhythm of buildings, structures, objects or parking lots on streets. The relationship of the 
buildings, structures, objects or parking lots to open space between it and adjoining buildings and 
places shall be visually compatible to the buildings and places to which it is visually related.  

Staff comment: The proposal uses the setback and placement of the original buildings for 
the new construction. 
 

f.  Rhythm of entrance and porch projection. The relationship of entrances and projections to 
sidewalks of a building, structure, object or parking lot shall be visually compatible to the buildings 
and places to which it is visually related.  

Staff comment: The rhythm of entry and porches on front, side, and rear, are compatible. 
Staff recommends re-use of the original porch details on the fronts of the houses and 
requests submission of simplified details for the side and rear porches. 
 

g.  Relationship of materials, texture and color. The relationship of materials, texture and color of 
a parking lot or of the facade of a building, structure or object shall be visually compatible with the 
predominant materials used in the buildings to which it is visually related.  

Staff comment: Fiber-cement (Hardi) is an acceptable substitute material. As the buildings are 
technically new construction, vinyl windows are acceptable, given that they will be recessed into 
the wall construction to provide depth similar to original windows. Staff requests that the vinyl 
windows be a color other than standard white, which is a visual cue that the windows are made of 
vinyl. As the roofing was likely originally wood, architectural shingles are appropriate for anew 
construction. 
 
h.  Roof shapes. The roof shape of the building, structure or object shall be visually compatible 
with the buildings to which it is visually related.  

Staff comment: The proposed roof shapes on the front part of the buildings will replicate the 
original shapes. The proposed roof shapes on the rear part make use of side gables, similar 
to the original house and have a slope minimized to reduce visual impact from the street. 
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i.  Walls of continuity. Appurtenances of a building, structure, object or parking lot such as walls, 
fences and landscape masses shall, if necessary, form cohesive walls of enclosure along a street, 
to ensure visual compatibility of the building, structure, object or parking lot to the building and 
places to which it is visually related.  

j.  Scale of building. The size of the building, structure, object or parking lot; the building mass of 
the building, structure, object or parking lot in relation to open space; and the windows, door 
openings, porches and balconies shall be visually compatible with the buildings and places to 
which it is visually related.  

k.  Directional expression of front elevation. A building, structure, object or parking lot shall be 
visually compatible with the buildings and places to which it is visually related in its directional 
character.  

Staff comment: There are no elements to create a new wall of continuity. Staff finds the scale and 

directional expression of the proposed new construction to be compatible, as the front of the 

buildings approximately replicates the original, and the rear is located directly behind the front. 

 

REVIEW- ZONING SETBACK MODIFICATION 

The property is zone U3, Urban Transect, which requires a 5’ side (interior) setback. The project 

proposes rebuilding the two structures at their approximate, historic location, which is fairly tight to the 

front and side property lines. The project proposes a 3’-0” west side setback, and a 4’ east side setback, 

which allows for 10’ between the two buildings. Therefore, the applicant is requesting a side setback 

modification. 

 

The zoning modification review for historic districts follows the City of Gainesville’s Code of Ordinances 

Sec. 30-4.28 Section D(2), where the requested modification must meet the following criteria: 

a.  The proposed development will not affect the public safety, health, or welfare of 
abutting property owners or the district;  

b.  The proposed change is consistent with historic development, design patterns or 
themes in the historic district. Such patterns may include reduced front, rear, and side yard 
setbacks, maximum lot coverage and large floor area ratios;  

c.  The proposal reflects a particular theme or design pattern that will advance the 
development pattern of the historic district; and  

d.  The proposed complies with utility, stormwater, access requirements, and other 
requirements related to site design in the Land Development Code.  

As the proposed modification would encroach into a side yard setback that adjoins two existing lots, notice 

will be provided to the adjacent property owner, and they will have opportunity to speak or object to the 

modification. 

Staff Comment: The proposed side setback modifications reflect the historic setbacks of the two original 

buildings, meeting criteria a, b, and c. The proposed project will comply with criteria d. As the project meets 

the criteria, staff recommends approval of the zoning modification request. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends approval of the application for demolition, new construction, zoning modification 

request, and status change with the following conditions: 
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 Salvage and re-use of historic materials in good condition 

 Retain the small outbuilding until future development of the south part of the lot requires its 

consideration. 

 Vinyl windows will be recessed into wall for shadow-line, jamb depth, and will be a color other 

than standard white. 

 Re-use of the original porch details on the fronts of the houses and submission of simplified 

details for the side and rear porches. 

 Map change showing two contributing houses removed, and status change of two new buildings 

to non-contributing. The small outbuilding will remain as contributing. 

 

LIST OF EXHIBITS: 

 
Exhibit 1 COA Application 
   
Exhibit 2 Photographs 

                     
Exhibit 3   Drawings 
 
Exhibit 4 Cost Estimates 
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Exhibit 2 Photos 

1 

Front views of  existing houses, #627 (top) #623 (bottom). 
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Exhibit 2 Photos 

2 

Rear views of  existing houses, #627 (bottom) #623 (top). 
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Exhibit 2 Photos 

3 

Rear view of #627 (top). 
Views between two existing houses looking towards non-contributing 
shed in the back (bottom). 
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Exhibit 2 Photos 

4 

Views from the west of  existing houses (top). 
Front view showing existing location of #623 adjacent to west property 
line (bottom). 
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Exhibit 2 Photos 

5 

Views from the east of  existing houses (top). 
Side view showing existing location of #627 adjacent to east property line 
and east property driveway (bottom). 
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Exhibit 2 Photos 

6 

Details of front porch #623. 
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Exhibit 2 Photos 
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Detail of brackets and roofing #623 (top). 
Detail of concrete pier (bottom). 
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Exhibit 2 Photos 
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View of non-contributing shed to be demolished. 
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Exhibit 2 Photos 
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View of houses, non-contributing shed, and contributing outbuilding (top). 
View of contributing outbuilding (bottom). 
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Exhibit 2 Photos 

10 

House to the east. 
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Exhibit 2 Photos 
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House to the west (top). 
House across SE 1st Avenue (bottom). 
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Exhibit 2 Photos 
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Houses across SE 1st Avenue. 
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Exhibit 2 Photos 
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Exhibit 2 Photos 
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Exhibit 2 Photos 
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Exhibit 2 Photos 
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JAY REEVES & ASSOCIATES, INC.  
ARCHITECTURE AND DESIGN   

725 NORTHEAST 1
ST

 STREET 

GAINESVILLE,  FLORIDA  32601 

jay.reeves@jayreeves.com 

PHONE        352.371.3205 

CELL  352.284.4399 
 

The cost estimate from Struckture LLC was generated in 2017 to renovate the structure at their 

current size utilizing the poorly built rear additions.  The cost per Sq. Ft. based on 1584 Sq. Ft. 

divided into $362,949 is $ 230 per Square Foot.  

This includes maintaining the poorly constructed rear additions and limited interior finishes which 

would not command the higher rents that would support a renovation and upgrades. 

A second contractor Art Middleton has reviewed this estimate and believes it to be low given the 

conditions of the structures.  

 

Building Conditions: 

 The conditions in both buildings is identical.  

 

Exterior:  

The foundation piers original limestone were removed and replaced with precast block for footing 

and pyramidal supports all at ground surface with no connections. The entire foundations for both 

buildings would need to be replaced.  Siding appears to be intact, rot damage in placed due to 

decades of no paint, termite damage in areas is highly likely given inside wall damage. Windows 

and frames are rough but intact, the sashes are 2 over 2 in the original portions but aluminum in 

the rear additions. There is only 1 original exterior door per building which is reusable, only two 

interior doors are salvageable per buildings the rest heavily damaged or recent flush or Masonite 

doors, so a total of 6 doors for both buildings could be saved.   

The metal roofs need to be replaced, there is no solid sheathing beneath and the rafters are 2x4 of 

unverified condition. The chimneys on both buildings were removed and would have to be 

reconstructed. The porch floors are rotted and there is perimeter beam damage. 

The rear portions of the building are addition with low roof added to an addition with low roof so 

the roofs at the rear need reconstruction to correct water shedding. 

 

Interior: 

The four original rooms have 1x3 wood walls and ceilings with no baseboards and minimal trim, 

approximately 10 areas of wall per building were opened in each building for inspection, and one 

rooms flooring per building was removed. Only one test area per building did not show interior 

termite damage. The heaviest damage was horizontally in the floor and joists. The flooring 5/4” 

x5” planks were damaged throughout and not salvageable, there was no subfloor and joists were 

damaged as well. The perimeter beams were mainly intact. The studs were hollowed out in places 

as was wall blocking, the ceiling boards were not opened but would be expected to show some 

damage being horizontal. The additions being newer and softer wood are expected to be damaged 

as well. The termites have likely been eating for the last 75 to 100 years and it’s doubtful the 

buildings were ever tented this being dry wood termite damage. There are no significant interior 

trim or mantles left intact. Only one door per building still had the rim lock hardware all others 

were removed and replaced. 

 

Given these are commercial structures for a business, to spend well more than they are worth 

completed, for structures of limited architectural merit and significance is not economically 

feasible and would not justify a business loan. 
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